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CONSUMER ADVOCATE’S BRIEF

Comes now Paul G. Summers, the Attorney General for the State of Tennessee, through the
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of the Attorney General (herenafter
“Consumer Advocate”), and submuits this brief pursuant the scheduling order n place for this docket
and 1n response to REQUEST FOR SUSPENSION OF WIRELINE NUMBER PORTABILITY
OBLIGATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION231(F)(2) OF THE COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934
of the members of the Tennessee Coalitton of Rural Incumbent Telephone Companies and
Cooperatives (heretnafter “Coalition””) The Consumer Advocate objects to the Coalition’s request
to the extent that 1t seeks a suspension beyond the time period in which each member of the

Coalition 1s technically able to implement local number portability (“LNP), the latest date being

December 31, 2004.! The Consumer Advocates accepts for the purpose of this proceeding the

' The Coahtion refers to these dates as “projected date for LNP technical capacity” at
page 23 of their Amended Petition For Suspension filed March 24, 2004



factual assertions of the Coalition which relate to this specific alternative of the Coalition’s request,
as 1t fits within the statutory scheme allowing temporary suspension where implementation of LNP
1s “techmically infeasible.” The record does not support the Coalition’s claim of “adverse economic
impact” nor economic burden.

The Consumer Advocate objects to the Coalition’s request for a suspension for an indefinite
period ending at some point in time which 1s the later of six (6) months after: 1) the appeal of the
FCC’s orders dated November 10, 2003 and January 16, 2004; or the Tennessee Regulatory
Authority (“TRA”) rules on the 1ssues presented in TRA Docket No. 03-00585. These prongs of the
Coalition request do not fit within the statutory scheme described 1n Section 251(F)(2) of the
Communications Act of 1934. Rather, these alternatives ask the TRA to revisit the directives

of the Federal Communication Commission.?

Accordingly, the Coalition’s Petition should be denied with respect to the alternatives

suggested that would entail an indefinite suspension.

2 The Consumer Advocate requests that the TRA scrutimize carefully the filings of the
Coalition on June 30, 2004. The letter from Chairman Powell obviously carnes with 1t certain
persuasive import, but does not change the decisions set out by the FCC. The unsigned,

unverified press release from NTCA and APASTCO is certainly not testimony. It should be
disregarded as hearsay
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General Counsel
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